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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and 
of the manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, 
concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and 
use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor 
of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. 
The claim (s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. These claims recite 
the limitation (or a similar limitation) , "requesting a password 
from a basic input-output system (BIOS)." The specification 
does not enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to use the 
invention commensurate in scope with these claims. The 
specification lacks any description of how to store a password 
'in the BIOS because as described in "BIOS: Definition and Much 
More from Answers.com" a BIOS is a set of routines. 
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4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly 
pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant 
regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 6 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 6 recites the limitation "the plurality of drivers" 
in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 

7. Claim 20 provides for the time it would take to load the 
operating system, but, since the claim does not set forth any 

' steps involved in the method/process, it is unclear what 
method/process applicant is intending to encompass. 

8. The term "approximately" in claim 20 is a relative term 
which renders the claim indefinite. The term "approximately" is 
not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of 
the scope of the invention. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-4, 6-7, 14-15, 17-19 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liebenow (US 6012146), 
further in view of Beckert et al (US 6701994) . 

As per claims 1-4, 6-7, 14-15 and 17 Liebenow discloses a 
system and method including requesting a password from a BIOS, 
receiving the password and unlocking a hard drive with the 
password by determining if the hard drive is locked and using 
drivers (see column 2 lines 40-60 and column 3 lines 1-25 where 
it is inherent that to use an IDE the driver must be loaded) . 

Liebenow fails to disclose loading an operating system 
kernel . 

However, Beckert et al teaches loading an operating system 
kernel (see column 7 lines 43-46) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to load Beckert et al's 
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operating system before requesting the hard drive password of 
Liebenow. 

Motivation to do so would have been to help transfer 
information between elements within the computer (see column 7 
lines 43-46) . 

11. Claims 5 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over the modified Liebenow and Beckert et al 
system as applied to claims 1 and 14 above, and further in view 
of "OEM Manual" (Hereinafter OEM) . 

As per claims 5 and 16, the modified Liebenow and Beckert 
et al system fails to disclose freezing a lock mechanism to 
prevent tampering with security parameters. 

However, OEM teaches such a limitation (see page 80) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to use OEM's freeze lock 
feature in the modified password protected hard drive system of 
Liebenow and Beckert et al. 

Motivation to do so would have been to reject any other 
commands to update the device lock functions (see page 80) . 

As per claims 18-19, the accessing is done after a system 
interrupt (see column 3 lines 11-25) . 

12. Claims 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the modified Liebenow and Beckert system as 
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applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Parzych et al 
(US 5375243) . 

As per claims 9-10, the modified Liebenow and Beckert 
system fails to disclose the password being a serial number and 
being encrypted. 

However, Parzych et al teaches such a password (see column 
4 lines 30-48) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to use Parzych et al's 
password in the modified system of Liebenow and Beckert et al. 

Motivation to do so would have been to allow a dealer as 
well as a user to access the system. 

13. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the modified Liebenow and Beckert et al system 
as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of "Dell 
PowerEdge 7150" (hereinafter Dell) and further in view of McNabb 
et al (US 6289462) . 

As per claim 8, the modified Liebenow and Beckert et al 
system fails to disclose a chassis intrusion mechanism to 
alternate between a secure mode and a maintenance mode; wherein 
the hard drive remains password protected in both the secure 
mode and the maintenance mode. 
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However, Dell teaches a chassis intrusion mechanism (see 
page 6) and McNabb et al teaches a secure mode and a maintenance 
mode (see column 11 line 66 through column 12 line 14) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to use Dell's chassis 
intrusion mechanism to switch between McNabb et al's modes and 
to use this system in the modified hard drive protection system 
of Liebenow and Beckert et al. 

Motivation to do so would have been to know when the 
chassis is open (see page 6) and to have the ability to indicate 
which mode the system is in (see column 12 lines 1-14) . 
14. Claims 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the modified Liebenow, Beckert et al, Dell, 
and McNabb et al system as applied to claim 8 above, and further 
in view of Parzych et al (US 5375243) . 

As per claims 11 and 13, the modified Liebenow and Beckert 
system fails to disclose the password being a serial number and 
being encrypted. 

However, Parzych et al teaches such a password (see column 
4 lines 30-48) . 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to use Parzych et al's 
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password in the modified system of the modified Liebenow, 
Beckert et al, Dell, and McNabb et al . 

Motivation to do so would have been to allow a dealer as 
well as a user to access the system. 

As per claim 12, Applicant is directed to Liebenow column 3 
lines 8-10 similarly applied as to in claim 1. 

Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Chou et al (US 
5892906) discloses a request to the BIOS for a password, Kugue 
(US 5911042) discloses a request to the BIOS for a password, and 
Benignus (EP 709783 Al) discloses a method for switching between 
secure and maintenance modes. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Michael 
Pyzocha whose telephone number is (571) 272-3875. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 7:00am - 4:30pm first Fridays of the 
bi-week off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be 
reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone number for the 
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organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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ANDREW CALDWELL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



